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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Carnel |l Washington appeals from the district court's
order adopting the recomendation of the magistrate judge and
granting sunmmary judgnment in favor of Mack Truck, Inc. (“Mack”),
and its orders denyi ng Washi ngton’ s notions to anend hi s conpl ai nt,
for a continuance, and to admt affidavits. \Washington all eged
that his enploynment with Mack was term nated because of his race in
violation of Title VIl of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964, as anended,
42 U. S. C. 88 2000e-2000e-17 (2000), and in retaliation for filing
charges of discrimnation against Mack. Qur review of the record
and the district court's opinions disclose that this appeal is
Wit hout nerit.

W find no abuse of discretion in the district court’s
deni al of Washington’s notion to amend his conplaint, given that
Washi ngton previously had filed three conplaints and further
anmendnent woul d have prejudiced Mack through undue del ay. See

Foman v. Davis, 371 U S. 178, 182 (1962); Franks v. Ross, 313 F. 3d

184, 192 (4th Cir. 2002). Nor do we find abuse of discretion in
the district court’s denial of Wshington's request to admt
affidavits into the record, considering the court previously had
granted Washington two extensions of tine to file affidavits to
counter summary judgnent, and his request was nade after the
magi strate judge had rendered his recommendati on for di sposition of

the case. We likewi se find no abuse of discretion in the district
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court’s refusal to grant Washington a continuance of his case
gi ven the posture of the case at the tinme he nade his request.
Washi ngton al so asserts error in the district court’s
adverse grant of summary judgnment. However, Washington failed to
tinely file objections to the magi strate judge’'s recomendati on,
despite being given notice that the failure to do so could waive
appellate review of a district court order based upon the

recomrendati on. See Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th

Cr. 1985); see also Thomas v. Arn, 474 U S 140 (1985).

Washi ngton has waived appellate review of the district court’s
adverse grant of summary judgnent by failing to file objections
after receiving proper notice.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s orders
denying Washington’s notions to anend his conplaint, to file
affidavits, and for a continuance, and further affirmthe district
court’s order granting Mack’ s sunmary judgnent notion. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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